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e  Administration  and  Oversight  Committee  will  hold  a 
ing  ballot  arguments  concerning  the  Nuclear  Free  Zone 
NFZI).  There  is  currently  no  charter  provision  regarding 
Bar  materials  in  San  Francisco.  The  proposed  initiative  is 
proved  1987  non-binding  ballot  measure  (Proposition  U) 
of  policy  that  San  Franisco  is  a  Nuclear  Free  Zone.  If 
:er  amendment,  unlike  the  1987  policy  statement,  would 
enforcing  San  Francisco's  nuclear  free  zone  policy.  The 
e-member  elected  Commission  with  broad  administrative 
ty.  The  Commission  would  monitor  compliance  with 
lative  regarding  the  City's  school  curriculum,  financial, 
ition  programs  as  well  as  emergency,  Port  and  Airport 
3  proposed  Charter  amendment  would  be  punishable  as  a 
si  on  would  be  granted  subpoena  power  to  investigate 


EGISLATIVE  HISTORY 

urrently,  the  City  Charter  has  no  provision  covering  the  nuclear  weapons  industry 
?  nuclear  material.  In  1982,  San  Francisco  voters  supported  Proposition  12  which 
lied  for  a  bilateral  freeze  on  the  testing,  production  and  further  development  of 
clear  weapons.  In  1987,  Proposition  U,  a  "declaration  of  policy",  was  passed  by  the 
n  Francisco  voters.  Proposition  U  proclaimed  San  Francisco  a  Nuclear  Free  Zone 
d  called  for  the  Supervisors  to  support  an  economy  not  dependent  on  "unnecessary 
ilitary  spending".  Proposition  U  also  provided  that  no  City  funds  would  be  spent 
bbying  for  or  subsidizing  nuclear  military  installations  without  a  vote  of  the 
ople.  Proposition  U  called  for  the  Supervisors  to  protest  commercial  activity  that 
eated  radioactive  wastes  and  also  called  for  the  Supervisors  to  "ensure  or  support 
le  right  to  labeling"  of  irradiated  foods.  Proposition  U  did  not,  however,  impose 
nding  requirements  upon  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 
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Honorable  Members,  Board  of  Supervisors 


From: 


Del  Price,  Legislative  Policy  Analyst 


Subject:    Nuclear  Free  Zone  Initiative  (File  60-90-18.1) 


SUMMARY 

On  Tuesday,  August  14,  the  Administration  and  Oversight  Committee  will  hold  a 
hearing  to  consider  submitting  ballot  arguments  concerning  the  Nuclear  Free  Zone 
Implementation  Initiative  (NFZI).  There  is  currently  no  charter  provision  regarding 
the  nuclear  industry  or  nuclear  materials  in  San  Francisco.  The  proposed  initiative  is 
consistent  with  a  voter  approved  1987  non-binding  ballot  measure  (Proposition  U) 
which  declared  as  a  matter  of  policy  that  San  Franisco  is  a  Nuclear  Free  Zone.  If 
adopted,  the  proposed  charter  amendment,  unlike  the  1987  policy  statement,  would 
establish  a  mechanism  for  enforcing  San  Francisco's  nuclear  free  zone  policy.  The 
NFZ  Initiative  creates  a  nine-member  elected  Commission  with  broad  administrative 
and  policy  making  authority.  The  Commission  would  monitor  compliance  with 
provisions  of  the  NFZ  Initiative  regarding  the  City's  school  curriculum,  financial, 
transportation,  food  distribution  programs  as  well  as  emergency,  Port  and  Airport 
services.  A  violation  of  the  proposed  Charter  amendment  would  be  punishable  as  a 
misdemeanor;  the  Commission  would  be  granted  subpoena  power  to  investigate 
violations. 


LEGISLATIVE  HISTORY 

Currently,  the  City  Charter  has  no  provision  covering  the  nuclear  weapons  industry 
or  nuclear  material.  In  1982,  San  Francisco  voters  supported  Proposition  12  which 
called  for  a  bilateral  freeze  on  the  testing,  production  and  further  development  of 
nuclear  weapons.  In  1987,  Proposition  U,  a  "declaration  of  policy",  was  passed  by  the 
San  Francisco  voters.  Proposition  U  proclaimed  San  Francisco  a  Nuclear  Free  Zone 
and  called  for  the  Supervisors  to  support  an  economy  not  dependent  on  "unnecessary 
military  spending".  Proposition  U  also  provided  that  no  City  funds  would  be  spent 
lobbying  for  or  subsidizing  nuclear  military  installations  without  a  vote  of  the 
people.  Proposition  U  called  for  the  Supervisors  to  protest  commercial  activity  that 
created  radioactive  wastes  and  also  called  for  the  Supervisors  to  "ensure  or  support 
the  right  to  labeling"  of  irradiated  foods.  Proposition  U  did  not,  however,  impose 
binding  requirements  upon  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 


PROPOSED  CHANGE 


The  proposed  initiative  includes  the  word  "implementation"  in  its  title,  the  first 
difference  between  it  and  the  1987  Proposition.  The  NFZ  charter  amendment  is  not 
advisory  in  nature;  it  mandates  compliance.  The  proposed  Charter  amendment  is 
broad  in  scope  and  binds  the  Commission,  Board  of  Supervisors,  Treasurer,  Port 
Director,  Purchasing,  Emergency  Services  Personnel  and  all  City  and  County 
officials  responsible  for  implementing  the  Initiative. 


ANALYSIS 

The  proposed  charter  amendment  prohibits  any  nuclear  weapons  work  in  the  City  and 
County  and  requires  divestment  of  funds  placed  with  nuclear  weapons  makers — the 
definition  of  which  includes  the  U.S.  government.  Thus  the  City  could  not  invest  in 
Treasury  bills  or  government  bonds  without  a  finding  that  there  was  "no  reasonable 
alternative  ."  Nuclear  Weapons  Work  is  defined  in  the  NFZ  Initiative  as  "any 
activity  involving  the  design,  development,  production,  testing,  storage,  possession, 
maintenance,  refurbishing,  dismantling  for  reuse,  evaluation  of  or  research  on 
Nuclear  Weapons;  or  any  management,  administration  or  other  operation  of  such 
activity;  or  any  contract  or  other  agreement  to  engage  in  such  activity  or  in  any 
management,  administration  or  other  operation  of  such  activity"  (10.121  U). 

The  City  would  be  required  to  assess  the  type  of  Nuclear  Weapons  work  and  current 
level  of  support,  if  any,  provided  by  the  City  to  Nuclear  Weapons  makers.  A 
five-year  phase  out  of  any  existing  nuclear  weapons  activity  is  called  for — the  phase 
out  would  be  covered  by  a  Conversion  Plan  which  addresses  employee  retraining  and 
job  placement  (10.104  B  and  10.106  B). 

The  impact  on  investment,  purchasing  and  contracting  from  this  proposed  Charter 
amendment  is  the  subject  of  reports  from  the  Treasurer,  Controller  and  Purchasing 
Department.  Therefore,  these  are  not  subjects  of  analysis  here. 

What  Other  Communities  Are  Doing 

Prior  to  implementation,  the  most  severe  impact  anticipated  from  Nuclear  Free 
Zone  ordinances  has  been  in  the  administrative,  purchasing  and  investment  areas. 
For  this  reason,  three  nearby  communities  with  existing  nuclear  free  zones  were 
surveyed  to  obtain  information  about  their  practical  experiences.  Both  Marin 
County  and  the  City  of  Berkeley  have  passed  Nuclear  Free  Zone  Initiatives  which  are 
still  in  effect,  although  modified  from  initial  implementing  language.  The  City  of 
Oakland  also  has  passed  a  Nuclear  Free  Zone  Initiative  which  has  been  the  subject  of 
litigation.  Nuclear  Free  Zone  proposals  have  been  defeated  by  voters  in  Palo  Alto 
and  Alameda  County. 
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Berkeley 

Berkeley's  15-member  appointed  Peace  and  Justice  Commission  meets  twice 
monthly.  Its  procurement  rules  were  modified  last  year  when,  according  to  its  city 
manager,  "it  became  apparent  the  procedures  which  we  developed  were  very  time 
consuming  and  causing  substantial  delays  in  the  procurement  process."  The  change 
streamlined  procedures  to  allow  the  30-day  bid  notification  to  be  placed  on  the 
Peace  and  Justice  Commission  and  Public  Works  Commission  agendas  as  information 
items,  instead  of  these  commissions  reviewing  all  specifications  and  bid  lists 
(Appendix  A  attached). 

Berkeley  makes  no  provision  for  third-party  vendors  (a  situation  in  which  products  of 
nuclear  weapons  makers  may  be  purchased  through  a  third  party  which  is  not  itself  a 
nuclear  weapons  maker).  However,  Berkeley  does  permit  waivers  where  no 
reasonable  alternative  exists  to  purchasing  products  from  a  nuclear  weapons  maker. 
Such  an  alternative  extends  to  police  purchase  of  radios  considered  better  than  the 
cheaper,  non-nuclear  manufactured  models  that  would  have  been  required  without 
the  waiver. 

Berkeley  managers  indicated  that  their  initial  experiences  implementing  the 
ordinance  were  difficult  because  of  the  overlay  of  administrative  procedures  and 
lack  of  adequate  staff  to  comply  with  the  ordinance. 

"Traditionally,  Berkeley  has  put  its  resources  into  programs,  not  administrative 
systems",  one  manager  said.  Another  noted  that  the  Nuclear  Free  Zone  ordinance 
may  have  added  three  weeks  to  the  procurement  process,  but  there  is  little  other 
adverse  impact. 


Oakland 

The  city  is  said  to  have  spent  "hundreds  of  thousands  of  dollars"  defending  the 
lawsuit  brought  against  Measure  "T" — the  1988  ordinance  declaring  Oakland  a 
Nuclear  Free  Zone.  All  but  two  provisions  have  been  vacated  as  a  result  of  Judge 
Vukasin's  April  decision.  Judge  Vukasin's  written  order  in  the  case  has  not  yet  been 
published. 

Provisions  no  longer  in  effect  are  sections  on  contracts,  transportation  and  Port 
shipments  among  other  things.  Still  in  place  in  Oakland  is  the  provision  requiring 
Nuclear  Free  Zone  signs  and  the  provision  limiting  the  City's  investment  portfolio  in 
Treasury  bills  to  no  more  than  20%  (with  60-day  reviews  by  the  city  council). 


Alameda  County 

In  June,  1990,  Alameda  County  voters  rejected  a  Nuclear  Free  Zone  proposal  similar 
to  the  one  now  before  San  Francisco  voters.  The  Alameda  County  Administrator 
estimated  the  impact  Of  the  Nuclear  Free  Zone  Initiative  to  be  $4.6  to  $5.7  million 
in  direct  expenditures  and  lost  revenue  to  the  County  (a  reflection  of  an  annual 
increase  in  expenditures  ranging  from  $1.7  million  to  $2.8  million,  one-time  costs  of 
$83,079  and  a  potential  loss  of  FEMA  grants  of  $2.8  million).  The  Administrator 
added  that  there  remained  "...many  unquantifiable  potential  costs." 


Marin  Comity 

Marin's  appointed  Peace  Conversion  Commission  meets  once  a  month  on  the  first 
Monday.  In  December,  1989,  four  of  its  five  members  resigned  when  voters  said  the 
County  could  purchase  products  of  Nuclear  Weapons  makers  through  a  third-party 
vendor.  According  to  the  Secretary  to  the  Commission,  two-thirds  of  the  County's 
purchases  now  go  through  a  third  party  vendor.  Marin  allows  a  waiver  or  "overide" 
which  permits  purchase  of  products  by  a  nuclear  weapons  maker  through  a  third 
party  vendor  (not  a  nuclear  weapons  maker). 


What  Regional  Organizations  Are  Doing 

Bay  Area  Council 

The  Council  opposed  Nuclear  Free  Zone  Initiative  in  Alameda  County  and  opposes 
the  Initiative  before  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  saying  the  proposals  would 
"have  serious  detrimental  effects  on  the  region's  economy."  The  Council's  Executive 
Committee  took  the  action  last  winter  saying  "many  Bay  area  companies  and  their 
employees  would  be  affected"  if  the  Initiatives  in  Alameda  and  San  Francisco 
succeeded. 

League  of  California  Cities 

The  League  of  California  Cities  opposes  Nuclear  Free  Zone  Initiatives  saying  such 
initiatives  "...erode  the  governing  authority  of  city  councils  or  boards  of  supervisors 
over  general  purpose  governmental  activities."  The  League  specifically  refers  to  the 
San  Francisco  Initiative  and  the  recent  Alameda  County  Initiative  (defeated  by 
voters  June  5). 

The  League  notes  that  elected  Nuclear  Free  Zone  Commissions  add  "a  new 
dimension"  to  the  Nuclear  Free  Zone  arena  given  Commission  "legislative, 
administrative  and  quasi-judicial  powers."  The  League's  policy  statement  on  the 
issue  is  attached  (Appendix  B). 

County  Supervisors  Association  of  California  (CSAC) 
No  position. 


PROPONENTS  ARGUMENTS 

While  acknowledging  that  no  known  nuclear  weapons  are  produced  in  the  City  and 
County  of  San  Francisco,  proponents  of  the  Nuclear  Freeze  Initiative  cite  the 
possibility  that  unknown  resources  may  be  going  to  the  nuclear  weapons 
industry — contrary  to  the  intent  of  Proposition  U,  passed  in  1987.  Proponents  see  the 
NFZ  Initiative  as  the  only  way  to  force  the  City  to  "protect  the  community  from  the 
possible  deadly  consequences  of  nuclear  weapons  and  hazardous  materials." 
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They  note  that  the  initiative: 

-forces  the  City  to  exercise  moral  leadership  by  promoting  peacetime 
conversion  of  resources  from  the  nuclear  weapons  industry  to  job  placement  and 
other  resources; 

-calls  for  alternatives  to  investments  in  nuclear  weapons  makers;  "a  dollar  spent 
for  armaments  produces  less  employment  than  the  same  dollar  spent  for  civilian 
purposes"; 

forces  the  city  to  divest  and  diversify  a  portfolio  overly  reliant  on  government 
securities; 

-requires  the  establishment  of  a  peace  curriculum  in  schools; 

-provides  for  the  Commission  to  seek  grants  for  studies  to  be  undertaken  on  the 
impact  of  radiological  operations  and  hazardous  waste  disposal  on  the 
environment; 

-establishes  a  public  right-to  know-  and  access  to  records  on  nuclear  weapons 
regulation; 

-establishes  regulation  of  irradiated  food  distribution; 

-regulates  transport  of  hazardous  materials  in  the  City  and  County,  the  Port 
and  the  Airport; 

-prohibits  the  City  from  planning  for  nuclear  war. 


OPPONENTS  ARGUMENTS 

Opponents  say  no  known  nuclear  weapons  are  manufactured  in  the  City  and  County 
of  San  Francisco  so  the  proposed  Initiative  will  not  make  the  City  safer.  Instead, 
opponents  express  concern  that  the  Initiative: 

-invites  civil  disobedience  since  the  City  and  County  would  be  specifically 
prohibited  against  spending  funds  to  arrest  or  incarcerate  persons  engaged  in 
civil  disobedience  intended  to  impede  nuclear  weapons  work; 

-restricts  investment  of  city  funds  in  secure  Treasury  bills  and  force 
investments  in  riskier  investments; 

-restricts  City  purchase  of  electrical  power  from  sources  that  utilize  nuclear 
reactors  such  as  PG  &  E; 

-denies  authority  to  the  Port  to  issue  docking  permits  to  nuclear  powered  or 
nuclear  empowered  vessels; 
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-invites  costly  lawsuits  such  as  those  filed  by  the  federal  government  against 
the  City  of  Oakland; 

-promotes  increased  bureaucracy  and  delays  in  order  to  implement  processing 
and  reporting  requirements  of  the  Initiative; 

-establishes  a  conflict  of  authority  with  the  Supervisors,  and  City  departments 
having  authority  at  the  same  time  as  the  Commission  in  purchasing  and 
contracting,  investment  and  administration. 


ALTERNATIVES 

Under  ordinance  provisions,  the  Supervisors  may  elect  to  submit  a  ballot  argument  in 
opposition  or  they  could  shoose  to  take  no  position.  The  opportunity  to  write  the 
argument  in  favor  of  this  Initiative  falls  first  to  those  who  have  proposed  it. 

CONCLUSION 

Over  18  California  communities  are  currently  listed  as  nuclear  free  zones.  There  is 
great  disparity  in  how  the  zones  are  defined  and  in  the  regulatory  authority  selected 
to  oversee  compliance  .  The  Initiative  before  the  voters  in  the  City  and  County, 
embodies  a  significant  delegation  of  power.  Should  the  Board  decide  to  submit  a 
ballot  argument,  such  an  argument  could  include  identifiable  and  potential  risks  of 
the  nuclear  industry,  costs  of  compliance  or  non-compliance  with  the  Initiative,  as 
well  as  benefits  to  the  residents  of  the  City  and  County.  The  ballot  arguments 
represent  an  opportunity  to  clearly  lay  out  for  residents  of  the  City  and  County  the 
broad  policy  implications  of  the  Initiative  and  the  responsibilities  therein 
delegated. 


cc:  Budget  Analyst 
Chief  Admin  Officer 
City  Attorney 
Controller 

Director  of  Purchasing 
Treasurer 
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AUG  10/90  14:37  BERKELEY  CITY  MGR.  415  6446035 


AQoendi_x  A 


NUCLEAR  FREE  BERKELEY  ACT 

EFFECTIVE  3/20/3'.) 

Requesting  Department  Submits  Requisition  to  Purchasing  regardless 
of  dollar  value. 

If  cost  exceeds  $15,000.00  Purchasing  prepares  the  30  day  Did 
TJOTlTlrarlnn  xn  Council. 

Copy  of  Notification  is  sent  by  Purrhns ftie       Pkhck  hiii!  Justice 
Commission  and  Public  Works  Commission  Secretaries. 

Iter,  is  pieced  on  the  Commission's)  agenda  as  informational  item. 
Note;    Peace  and  Justice  Commission  meetings  are  scheduler!  nn  l.h« 
first  and  third  Monday  of  each  month. 

Public  Works  Commission  meetings  are  scheduled  on  the  third 
Thursday  of  each  month. 

Coiamieeion(e)  review  the  i0  flay  notice  and  can  request  copies  Of 
specification  and  bid  list  to  be  included  in  their  package  for  their 
next  meeting. 

Purchasing  sends  Specification  and/or  bid  list  to  commission 
sur rKt.it f Irk  fur  next  Commission  meeting.    (Note;    If  concnission(o) 
do  not  request  to  review  the  specifications  and/or  bid  list*  this 
step  is  eliminated. 

If  review  nT  spin: if ic*t.ib»{s)  and/or  bid  list(s)    is  requested 
Conmission  approves  specification,  recommends  any  change 6  to 
specification  or  additional  vendors  to  bid  list.  Cumaiibsion 
Secretary  forwards  comments  to  Purchasing  Division. 

fries  are  mailed  to  prospective  vendors. 

Bid  Opening  -  Purchasing  Division  analyses  bids  received  and 
requesting  deparrmpni  analyzes  whuiittei  the  item  offered    meets  the 
minimum  specification. 

Step  10    Purchasing  identifies  the  lowest  responsible  and  responsive  bidder. 

a.  If  company  and  item  offered  is  not  involved  in  Nuclear  Weapons 
Industry,  Purchasing  prepares  consent  calendar  with 
recommendation  of  award.    If  cost  of  item  is  less  than 
$15,000.  Putdtiaiiiue.  will  pressure  purchase  order. 

b.  Sf  company  ur  lUoa  off«ied  is  involved  in  the  Nuclear  Weapons 
ludiistry  and  no  reasonable  alternative  exists  Purchasing 
pr*y;i»t»s  consent  calendar  and  submits  to  Peace  and  Justice 
Commission  secretary  for  secretary  for  inclusion  en  next 
commission  wee  tin*.    THIS  STEP  APPLIES  TO  ANT*  PL'ftCHASC 


Step  1 
Step  2 
Step  5 
Step  4 

Step  5 
Step  f> 

Step  7 

Step  5 
Step  9 


AUG  13  '90  11=54 


California  Cities 
Work  Together 


League  of  California  Cities 


Anoendix  B-l 


Sacramento,  CA 
February  1,  1990 


In  December,  the  League  Board  of  Directors  voted  to  oppose  the  Nuclear  Free  Zone 
initiatives  called  for  by  the  counties  of  San  Francisco  and  Alameda,  The  Board  took 
this  unanimous  action  based  on  the  attached  report,  which  particularly  emphasizes  the 
divisiveness  of  establishing  a  directly  elected  governing  body  that  would  exacerbate  the 
representative  form  of  government  enjoyed  by  the  cities  and  counties  of  the  state. 
(Please  refer  to  the  attached  report). 

If  you  have  any  questions,  feel  free  to  contact  me  here  at  916-444-5790. 


Don Benninghoven 
Executive  Director 


CONFERENCE  REGISTRATION  OFFICE 
BOX  7005.  LAFAYETTE,  CA  94 £49 
(415)263-2113 


HEADQUARTERS 

1400  K  STREET,  SACRAMENTO,  CA  95814 
(916)  444.579O 


SOUTHERN  CALIFORNIA  OFFi 
404  HILTON  CENTER  OFFICE  S. 
90C  WlSMflE  EOvAE^AF-O 
LOS  AMG61GS  C*  SOC17 
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NUCLEAR  FREE  INITIATIVES 


Background 

The  Nuclear  Free  Zone  concept  is  described  by  proponents  as  the  second  step  in 
achieving  nuclear  disarmament,  following  the  nuclear  freeze  movement  While  the 
"freeze"  was  essentially  a  philosophical  statement,  the  NFZ  concept  is  designed  to 
actually  force  disarmament  by  attacking,  at  the  local  level,  companies  involved  in 
contracting  or  research  in  nuclear  use* 

Over  160  U.S.  communities  are  currently  listed  as  nuclear  free  zones;  however,  there  is 
wide  variation  in  how  zones  are  defined,  Some  areas  exist  under  non-binding 
resolutions,  enacted  by  legislative  bodies  rather  than  by  initiative,  in  places  where  there 
is  virtually  no  high-technology  or  defense  work.  Others  literally  provide  a  new  form  of 
governance  to  administer  their  intent 

Rfififipj  Initiatives 

The  recent  generation  of  NFZ's  is  much  more  onerous  and  restrictive:  binding  laws 
with  criminal  penalties,  enacted  by  initiative,  banning  all  nuclear  weapons-related  work 
(including  research)  within  the  local  jurisdiction.  In  November,  1988,  voters  in  the  City 
of  Oakland  approved  a  highly  restrictive  measure  which  is  now  being  challenged  in  the 
courts  by  the  Department  of  Justice  and  the  Pacific  Legal  Foundation. 

Two  even  more  restrictive  initiatives  are  slated  for  the  June  1990  ballot  in  the 
City/County  of  San  Francisco  and  Alameda  County.  These  measure  cover  all  aspects  of 
"nuclear*  and  call  for  Charter  Amendments.  The  following  provisions  are  included: 

O      Create  a  permanent  directly  elected  commission  (beyond  the  control  of  the 
Board  of  Supervisors)  to  carry  out  the  Act 

O      Ban  all  nuclear  weapons-related  work  in  the  jurisdiction  and  stop  related 
research  and  development  work  at  Lawrence  Livermore  and  Sandia 
National  Labs.  ' 

0      Prevent  the  County  from  doing  business  with  nuclear  weapons  makers,  e.g., 
providing  services  or  buying  products  from  such  companies  even  through 
third  party  vendors.  Companies  like  IBM,  GE,  AT&T,  Lockheed, 
General  Motors,  Ford,  Hewlett-Packard  and  P  G  &  E  would  be  affected. 

O      Restrict  investment  of  county  funds  in  black-listed  companies  or 

government  securities;  minimize  the  county's  involvement  with  financial 
institutions  that  provide  services  to  nuclear  weapons  makers. 

O      Restrict  and  publicize  the  transport  of  any  high-level  hazardous  radioactive 
materials  and  prohibit  the  use,  creation,  storage,  incineration,  etc.  of  such 
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materials  and  prohibit  the  use,  creation,  storage,  incineration,  etc.  of  such 
materials. 

O      Regulate  and  publicize  the  distribution  of  irradiated  food. 

O      Prohibit  the  County  from  planning  for  nuclear  war,  including  civil  defense, 
and  create  a  peace  curricula  and  courses  for  all  schools  in  the  county. 

O      Enact  criminal  and  other  penalties,  including  withdrawal  of  county  services, 
for  non-compliance* 

The  first  provision,  the  elected  Commission,  adds  a  new  dimension  to  the  NFZ 
initiatives.  The  Commission,  with  legislative,  administrative  and  quasi-judicial  powers, 
has  the  authority  to  enforce  the  NFZ  law.  It  could  hire  and  fire  its  own  staff,  place 
related  charter  amendments  and  ordinances  before  the  electorate,  subpoena  witnesses 
and  petition  for  court  orders,  direct  the  activities  of  the  County  purchaser,  treasurer  and 
others  in  implementing  the  Act,  certify  and/or  suspend  county  contracts,  withhold  county 
funds  and  disqualify  vendors. 

Issue:  Should  the  League  take  a  position  on  this  issue  based  on  the  policy  question  re! 
eroding  the  existing  authority  of  city  and  county  general  purpose  government? 


